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ver sus

MARTI N P. WASSERMAN, Individually and in his
capacity as Secretary for the Mryland De-
partnment of Health & Mental Hygi ene; MARY K
NOREN, Individually and in her capacity as
Superi ntendent for the Eastern Shore Hospital
Center; DAVIDW LLI AMSON, Doctor, Individually
and in his capacity as Director of Forensic
Psychiatry for the Eastern Shore Hospital
Center; JOEL J. TODD, in his official and
adm ni strative capacities as State's Attorney
for Worcester County, Maryl and; ALL KNOAN AND
UNKNOWN PERSONS AS SET FORTH I N THE JO NDER OF
THE COWVPLAI NT; RI CHARD ECKARDT, Soci al Wor ker
Eastern Shore Hospital Center; BURTON ANDER-
SON, Public Defender Service; PAUL L. STONE,
Ri ghts Advi sor Eastern Shore Hospital Center;
CI NDY BASI L, Charge Nurse, Eastern Shore Hos-
pital Center; WALTER GUMBY, Assistant Public
Def ender Servi ce, RAUL LOPEZ, Doctor, Psychi a-
trist, Eastern Shore Hospital Center; RUSSELL
P. SMTH, JR , Doctor, Dentist, Eastern Shore
Hospi t al Center; MARTIN BRANDES, Doctor,
Psychi atrist, Eastern Shore Hospital Center;
ANI TA EARP ROBI NSON, Honor abl e, Adm ni strative
Law Judge,

Def endants - Appell ees.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Andre M Davis, District Judge. (CA-95-
2907- AMD)

Submitted: July 23, 1996 Deci ded: July 31, 1996

Bef ore W DENER, N EMEYER, and M CHAEL, G rcuit Judges.

Affirmed in part and dism ssed in part by unpublished per curiam
opi ni on.

Gary N. McNamara, Appellant Pro Se. John Joseph Curran, Jr., At-
torney Ceneral, Baltinore Maryl and; Susan Renee St ei nberg, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGQ ENE, Baltinore, Maryland, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order di sm ssing
wi t hout prejudice his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (1988) action. Al but four
of Appellants' clainms were dismssed w thout prejudice. Because
such di sm ssal s are general | y not appeal abl e, we di sm ss t he appeal

regarding these clains. See Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers

Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th G r. 1993).

Three of Appellant's remaining clainms were di sm ssed as frivo-
| ous pursuant to 28 U . S.C. § 1915(d) (1988), and Appellant's |ast
claimwas di sm ssed after sunmmary judgnment was granted to the only
remai ni ng Defendant. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we
affirmthe dism ssal of the remaining clains on the reasoning of

the district court. McNamara v. Wassernman, No. CA-95-2907- AMD (D

Md. Cct. 24, 1995, & Feb. 1, 1996). We di spense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RMED I N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART




